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FOREWORD 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Washington, D. C. 


This report has been submitted to the Committee on Armed Services 
the special subcommittee in connection with an inspection tour of 
Navy Port Chicago magazine and the proposed Army west coast 
munition terminal, California. 


Cart Vinson, Chairman. 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 
n.CarL VINSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Deak Mr. CuHarrMAn: There is submitted herewith for considera- 
njby the Armed Services Committee the report of the special 
boommittee which made an inspection tour of the Navy Port 
hicago magazine and the proposed Army west coast ammunition 


inal, California. 
MELVIN PRrIicB, 


Chairman, Special Subcommittee. 
III 








PORT OF A SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 


1956 CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


he military construction program of the Department of the Navy 
fiscal year 1956 contained a request for the acquisition of 4,520 
es of land at the Port Chicago naval magazine, California, at an 
imated cost of $1,688,000. The Department of the Army had in 
program a request for the acquisition of some 11,000 acres in fee 
ja like amount in easements, together with dredging in the area, 
the establishment of the west coast ammunition terminal at 
trero Hills, Calif. Testimony on both of these proposals was 
ken by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, and the 
ion of the committees, coupled with the action taken in conference, 
ulted in no authority being granted the Navy for the acquisition 
land at Port Chicago, and only land acquisition for the west coast 
munition terminal, dredging in the amount of $9,651,000 being 
ninated. The essential reasons for these eliminations by the 
ngress were that, in the case of Port Chicago, although a large safety 
a would be acquired the populated areas within it would be left 
touched, with the result that while further population and improve- 
at of the locality would be precluded, the several thousand people 
v within the proposed perimeter would continue to be subject to 
phazards attendant upon proximity to an ammunition outloading 
lity. The west coast ammunition terminal, it should be under- 

, constitutes only a mobilization requirement, and, therefore, 
uld not under current plans involve any construction until after 
jay. Because of this, it was believed that the dredging could be 
ormed during the period needed for the construction of the piers. 


LEGISLATIVE ACTION IN CONFERENCE 


ln view of the importance of the existing naval magazine and the 
pposed west coast ammunition terminal to the national defense, 
vas believed necessary that an onsite inspection of these two areas 
ld be made by a subcommittee of the House Armed Services 
mittee. The statement of the managers on the part of the House, 
House Report 1083 (on H. R. 6829, now Public Law 161, 84th 
ig.), contains the following language: 

‘passed by the House the bill precluded the acquisition of land at the Nava 
tazine, Port Chicago, Calif. The Senate version would have permitted the 
id to be acquired. he conferees agreed that authority should not be granted 
the acquisition of this land, particularly in view of the fact that a subcommittee 
tie House Armed Services Committee will shortly make an investigation of 
land requirements for this facility, the possible combination of it with the 
iously mentioned West Coast Ammunition Terminal, which is in the same 
a. It is not impossible that the subcommittee’s investigation will disclose 


(6053) 





6054 


that a unified operation between the Army and the Navy will be feasible fro, 
an operational standpoint and result in substantial economies. 
On the basis of this determination, the chairman of the Hoyg, 
Armed Services Committee appointed a subcommittee with ¢h, 
following members: 
Hon. Melvin Price, chairman 
Hon. Dewey Short, ranking minority member 
Hon. Victor Wickersham 
Hon. Richard E. Lankford 
Hon. Paul Cunningham 
The subcommittee was instructed by the chairman to take action jy 
accordance with the above-quoted statement from the conference, 
report. 
PUBLIC HEARINGS AND INSPECTION 


Pursuant to the foregoing, the subcommittee departed Washington 
on Monday morning, August 26, 1955, arriving in California the same 
day. Here it was joined by Hon. George P. Miller, a Member of the 
House Armed Services Committee, who represents the Eighth Dis. 
trict of California, and Hon. John F. Baldwin, Jr., who represents the 
Sixth District of California, within which latter congressional district 
lies both of the installations under discussion. Messrs. Miller and 
Baldwin participated in all of the activities of the subcommittee dur- 
ing its stay in California. 

On the morning of the first day of the subcommittee’s inquiry, a 
comprehensive briefing by officials of the Navy took place at the Port 
Chicago Naval Magazine. On the afternoon of that day, a public 
hearing was held in the Hall of Records, Contra Costa County. On 
August 28, 1955, the second day of the committee’s inquiry, a similar 
briefing was presented by officials of the Department of the Army, 
and in the afternoon a public hearing was held at the county court- 
house of Solano County. Following the briefings on each day, the 
subcommittee toured the respective areas, and in the case of Potrero 
Hills by both motor vehicle and helicopter. 

Both of the briefings contained much material which affects the 
national defense, since therein were discussed ammunition outloading 
capabilities of the United States, not only in the areas under discussion 
but also throughout the country. If there are any apparent omis- 
sions in the report, the subcommittee trusts that they will relate only 
to this classified material which the subcommittee of necessity heard 
and considered but which cannot be made a part of this report. 

The subcommittee feels that it should be stated at this point that 
each of its members approached all of the matters under the investt- 
gation with an open mind and without any preconceived ideas as te 
what the ultimate solution in each instance should be. Naturally 
as indicated above, the subcommittee would have to weigh the relt- 
tive importance of classified matters which cannot be discussed herett. 
Again, however, it should be stated that these matters were approached 
with complete objectivity and with the single purpose in mind 0 
arriving at a conclusion which would eliminate, to the extent possible, 
the undesirable aspects of the respective proposals so far as the local 
populace was concerned, while at the same time satisfying the defens¢ 
requirements of the United States. t 

While there are considerations which are common to both the Navy 
and Army facilities, and problems which overlap and interlock, it * 





6055 


the subeommittee’s view that in the interest of clarity the two mili- 
ary installations should in great part be dealt with separately. The 
naval magazine at Port Chicago is, in the first instance, an existing 
installation, and, in the second instance, involves problems very much 
nore complex than those relating to the west coast ammunition 
rminal, a facility which is only in its planning stages today. The 
Port Chicago magazine, therefore, will be dealt with first. 


NAVAL MAGAZINE, PORT CHICAGO, CALIF. 


The United States naval magazine, Port Chicago, Calif., is located 
i, Contra Costa Couaty, approximately 30 miles northeast of San 
Francisco. This magazine was established in June of 1942 for the 
apress purpose of outloading ammunition for the Armed Forces and 
jas been in continuous operation since its establishment. This 
nagazine is the only major outloading facility on the west coast for all 
branches of the service. 

The present facility is composed of two parts: The inland area for 
sorage of ammunition, and the tidal area for the outloading of 
mmunition, These two parts are connected by a strip of Govern- 
ment-owned land. The entire magazine contains approximately 
§,585 acres (tidal area 1,174, inland area 5,379, connecting property 
32). 

The mission of this facility is to receive, store, issue, and renovate 
ill types of ammunition; maintain basic stocks and overhaul depth 
charge material; receive and issue ammunition for the operating 
frees; act as an Overseas transshipment point for Armed Forces 
ammunition; maintain and operate a quality evaluation laboratory; 
provide specialized training in ammunition cargo handling; maintain 
wider proper surveillance of the ammunition and explosives in store; 
and dispose of unserviceable or dangerous ammunition and explosives. 

The outloading facilities at this magazine are located in the tidal 
urea and consist mainly of three 2-berth piers which are served by 
both rail and trucks. The location of the magazine was originally 
vlected in the Port Chicago area because of the relatively unde- 
veloped surroundings compared with other locations in the San 
Francisco Bay area, the availability of deep water, the labor market 
ofthe San Francisco Bay area, and good railroad service. 

To initiate the establishment of the naval magazine, during the 
early part of World War II, the waterfront land between the railroad 
racks and Suisun Bay was acquired and a pier constructed. Later, 
ditional piers, barge moorings, barricaded railroad sidings, and 
tulroad classification yards were constructed to provide the outload- 
ing capacity required. 


Function of magazine in overall picture 


It will perhaps facilitate understanding of the function and opera- 
lion of the magazine if the part it plays in the storage and transporta- 
lin, On an Overall basis, is described briefly. 

This facility holds the main responsibility for the outloading of 
‘xplosives for all branches of the armed services in the Pacific area. 

¢majority of the ammunition outloaded at the magazine is stored 
at four inland depots; these being Hawthorne, Nev.; Hastings, Nebr.; 
McAlester, Okla.; and Crane, Ind. Railroads and trucks are utilized 
‘0 transport the ammunition from these inland depots to Port Chicago, 
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where it is outloaded aboard various types of ships, the majority 
however, being of the cargo type. 

Stored in the inland area of the naval magazine is a sufficient amouy 
of ammunition to begin outloading operations immediately and woy\; 
be enough to maintain operations until shipments began arriving 
from the inland depots. s the explosives-loaded trains arrive, th; 
ammunition is loaded aboard ship as rapidly as possible; however 
the depot is provided with numerous barricaded sidings to hold ths 
cars until the time for the actual transfer from boxcar tw ship. Caref 
planning is needed so as not to overload the magazine with more 1) 
cars than can be safely spotted on the depot while awaiting their tun 
at the piers. It can therefore be seen that during a period of hostil 
ties when outloading is at a peak, as it was during World War II an 
the Korean conflict, ammunition cars do not remain on the station {oy 
any appreciable length of time before the contents are unloaded 
aboard ship. 

After the explosion of 1944, which is dealt with in more detail below 
the Navy developed the 2-mile safety distance now used as a minimum 
criteria for all cargo ship ammunition outloading operations. 
distance was determined by using experience of past explosions includ 
ing the Lake Denmark catastrophe of 1926, the Port Chicago explo 
sion, and the Mount Hood explosion. Prior to the time of the 194 
Port Chicago accident, the Navy requirement and experience vith 
ammunition cargo outloading had been so negligible that no safety 
distance criteria had been worked out. 

Several years ago the plans of a corporation to construct a petrolew 
products terminal to the east of the piers prompted the Navy t 
sponsor a project in the fiscal year 1955 public works program for the 
acquisition of 531 acres to the east of the tidal area as an emergency 
measure to prevent encroachment within the 2-mile danger area 
Authority was granted by the Congress for the acquisition of thi 
land, but to date this committee has not given its clearance for the 
acquisition of this land, as is required by title VI, Public Law 155 
82d Congress. The Navy’s 1956 military construction program con 
tained, as indicated above, plans to acquire all land and improvement 
within the 2-mile danger circles, with the exception of railroad rights 
of-way, the Contra Costa County Canal, and the towns or parts 0 
towns within the 2-mile radius. This was a total of 4,520 acres. 

The naval magazine, Port Chicago, has an estimated plant account 
value of approximately $33 million with further authorized and pr 
posed construction amounting to $6.2 million which will, when com 
pleted, bring the total figure to approximately $39 million. The est! 
mated replacement cost of this facility is said to be 70 to 100 millio 
dollars. | 

The major improvements within this area which would be excluded 
under the 1956 proposal are the towns of Port Chicago and Nichols 
and the Shore Acres housing development. Port Chicago has a popl 
lation of roughly 2,700 persons and an estimated 700 improvements 
The town of Nichols, a corporation owned by the General Chemica 
Co., has a population of 200 persons and 60 improvements. The lan 
included within the safety zone includes five islands in Suisun Ba) 
Solano County, which are uninhabited and have no improvemelll 
except for an old lighthouse which is used as a hunters’ club. Th 
remainder of the land proposed for taking has approximately 70 ™ 
provements consisting mainly of farmhouses and outbuildings. 
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World War II and Korean conflict 


shortly after the beginning of hostilities during World War II, the 
‘avy acquired a section of land on Suisun Bay in Contra Costa 
ounty, Calif., and constructed one pier. This section of land is 
erred to above as the tidal area of the naval magazine. As the war 
mogressed, the need for additional outloading capabilities was 
alized. ‘T'wo additional piers were constructed and what is now 
ied the inland area acquired. The primary mission of the naval 
magazine during World War IT was and is today the transshipment 
{ammunition and the intransit storage of the same. Also combatant 
ind noncombatant ships unload ammunition at Port Chicago for 
sorage before entering the supply depots or the Navy yards as it is 
0 dangerous to bring an explosives-loaded ship into such an activity. 
During the peak outloading month during World War II, 60,000 tons 
ammunition were shipped out over the Port Chicago piers. This 
ss accomplished by approximately 4,500 men working around the 
ick. Due to improved outloading methods and better trained 
yrsonnel, the outloading potential of the station has now increased 
tremendously. The outloading operations at Port Chicago during 
World War IT and the Korean conflict were not solely concerned with 
aval ammunition. This station outloaded ammunition for all 
branches of the armed services and our allies, and during the Korean 
waflict outloaded approximately 75 percent of all the ammunition 
hipped from the Pacific coast. 


| explosion 


On July 17, 1944, there were two War Shipping Administration ships 
berthed alongside the Port Chicago pier. One of the ships was empty 
inl the other in the process of being loaded with high explosives. 
While the outloading operations were being carried on, the ship being 
jaded exploded, killing approximately 322 persons and causing an 
estimated $12.5 million in damages. ‘The shock of the blast was felt 
vithin a radius of 40 miles. It should be noted that this ship had 
nughly only one-half to three-quarters of her scheduled tonnage 
aboard. Within 1% miles of the point of explosion structural damage 
was incurred by most buildings. This area includes the town of 
Port Chicago. Within 9 miles broken windows and glass damage were 
very common; however, the force of the impact was sufficient within 
this area to produce movements in walls and framework. The two 
ships, the pier, and all nearby structures were destroyed. There were 
no deaths outside of the magazine; however, extreme property damage 
was incurred in the town of Port Chicago. 


Population inerease 


The most difficult problem which faces the subcommittee is the 
umber of persons to be affected by whatever action the subcommittee 
reommends. It would be well, therefore, to make special reference 
to this element. 

At the time the Navy moved into Contra Costa County, at the be- 
suming of World War II, the surrounding area was mostly agricul- 
ural with very little heavy industry nearby. This was one reason 
why the present site was favorable, not to mention the most important 
features such as deep water, excellent highways, and rail service. 


71066—56—No. 60-——2 
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New industries have been moving into the Port Chicago area at sy 
a rapid rate that the population of this area has increased tremendoyg 
as is shown on the following table. This was the basis for the Nay, 
request for authorization to acquire approximately 536 acres east’ 
the tidal area in the fiscal year 1955 public works program so gs 
prevent encroachment by a firm planning to locate a plant near 4 
outloading piers of the magazine. 

The population of Contra Costa County near the naval magaziy 
has increased in the past few years to such an extent that it has be 
named one of the fastest growing areas of the United States, 
illustrate the above, the table below is presented. 





| Population | Populsti 
1940 | 1954 





EGE SI aS SE RED AT tS LST 
Walnut Creek 
Concord ‘ 
ONES. Sc eek vecemthhiad dn Satpeeywkdebase aga auenpbirtlinnin orwhaoietnt 
Pittsburg : 





1 These figures are based on the persons served by the U. 8. Post Office. 


Persons to be affected 

The land and improvements within a 2-mile radius of the pig 
includes only a portion of the development of Shore Acres and a porti 
of the town of Clyde. That portion of Shore Acres within the radi 
contains approximately 153 homes with a population of 500 persoy 
That portion of Clyde which would be involved contains approximat¢ 


22 homes and 72 persons. 

The total number of persons which would be affected by t 
acquisition of all property within the 2-mile radius is approximat 
3,500. Should the portions of Shore Acres and Clyde be exclud 
the total number of persons involved would be approximately 2, 

Apparently the Navy would not desire to eliminate these t 
portions from the acquisition since they do fall within the 21 
safety barrier. 


Brief land history 


The land acquisition history of the Port Chicago magazine has he 
then, four stages in its development: First, the original acquisili 
of 6,585 acres, which is the installation as it exists today; second, t 
plan in the 1955 military construction program to acquire the 5 
acres mentioned above; third, the proposal in the 1956 military « 
struction program to acquire an additional 4,520 acres; and four! 
the current proposal of the Department of the Navy to acquire 
only the 4,520 acres, but also the towns, or parts of towns, which 
surrounded by that acreage and located within the 2-mile sale 
distance. This would make a total of 4,932 acres. The fou 
stage in the development of the Navy’s land acquisition at 1 
installation was revealed for the first time at the briefing given 
subcommittee on Tuesday, August 27, and therefore has had nelt! 
the consideration of the House Armed Services Committee 
the Congress prior to this time. It can be assumed that the cha 
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this time in the Navy's plan is a result.of the views expressed by 
he House Armed Services Committee during the discussion of this 
em during the hearings on H. R. 6829 (Public Law 616, 84th Cong.). 


LOCAL OBJECTIONS TO LAND ACQUISITION 


The objections of the local people to the proposed acquisition of 
nds for the Port Chicago magazine fall into two general categories: 
jsruption of the local populace and preclusion of development of the 
bea for industrial purposes. 

The first of these objections obtained under the Navy’s 1956 pro- 
posal to acquire approximately 4,500 acres, but not acquire the pop- 
lated areas which this acreage surrounds, The current plan of the 
avy Department to acquire not only the above-mentioned acreage 
it also the towns within it has increased this objection a hundredfold. 
itcan be said, therefore, that the objections will be put forward under 
ither of the Navy’s plans, being merely much stronger under the plan 
mich contemplates the acquisition of the towns. The second objec- 
tion, which relates to precluding the development of the area for 
dustrial uses, is also a very real and well-founded objection, since 
ere has been interest expressed from time to time in the develop- 
nent of the area by large industrial organizations. It is ideally located 
fr such use, being as it is on deep water, close to railroads, with a 
radily available labor market, and with good highways serving the 

a. Indeed, it can be said that the same considerations which 
lictated the choice of the Port Chicago magazine makes the locality 
qually desirable for industrial development. 

It might be said at this point that within the experience of its indi- 
dual members, no more straightforward testimony has been pre- 

uted at a public hearing of the kind held locally. Every one of the 
inesses Was Obviously sincere in the position which he took, and the 

isons Which each expressed as the basis for his objections were ones 
tose to the heart of every American. This particularly relates to the 
nesses whose homes would be taken, or who represented land- 
ners and homeowners in the area. There was a clear and unmis- 
kable feeling of unity and community affiliation among all of the 
wnspeople who testified. The testimony was frequently moving, 

Md in every instance was of such a warm and personal nature as to 
tase the subcommittee to realize again the unfortunate circumstances 
lich attend any acquisition of lands which requires the movement 
if people from their homes and the disruption of associations which 
ve existed for generations. 


POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES 


In any problem such as is presented by the proposed Navy land 
qusition for Port Chicago, the most logical method of approach is 
determine what are the various alternatives which offer themselves. 
Mi this instance there appear to be eight alternatives, some of them 
Mirying only slightly from another. Taking into consideration all of 
it elements which the subcommittee must consider, including the 
iger to the local populace, the preclusion of industrial development 
id its consequent losses to the populace, the needs of national de- 
Muse, the disruption of communities, and all of the other various 
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aspects which have been mentioned previously in one way or another 
in this report, the alternatives are as follows: 

1. Abandon Port Chicago. 

2. Move the Port Chicago magazine to an entirely new 
location. . 

3. Maintain the magazine in its present status. 

4. Permit acquisition of only that land (531 acres) now ay 
thorized. 

5. Permit acquisition of all lands requested in the 1956 progran 
which would exclude the populated areas. 

6. Combine Port Chicago with the proposed West Cons 
Ammunition Terminal. 

7. Permit acquisition of all lands under the Navy’s new plan 
that is to say, the 4,520 acres in the 1956 proposal, plus the 
towns and parts of towns within the area. 

8. Permit the acquisition of all lands mentioned in 7 above 
excepting, however, the towns of Shore Acres and Clyde. 

Dealing with these alternatives in the order they appear above, the 
subcommittee has the following comments to make: 

1. Abandonment of the Port Chicago magazine at this time would 
leave the west coast of the United States without any substantis 
Government-owned ammunition outloading facility. This woul 
mean the necessary utilization of commercial facilities in densely 
populated areas, and would be completely unacceptable, even while 
realizing that commercial facilities have been utilized for this purpos¢ 
on all coasts of the United States during emergency periods. 

Also, one cannot disregard the second mission of this installation 
which is to unload ammunition from ships which are destined to pu 
in at any of the several naval installations in the San Francisco Bay 
area for repairs, refitting, or for any reason which requires them td 
visit one of these other naval facilities. Some location must bg 
maintained for this purpose. 

2. Moving Port Chicago to a new location would involve the 
abandonment of an installation having an original investment 0 
something in the order of from 33 to 39 million dollars. It wou 
require the reestablishment of this installation at another location 4 
a cost which was testified to be between 70 and 100 million dollars 
These economic considerations, however, are only a part of the prob 
lem since it would be necessary to find a location similarly served by 
highways and railroads, with deep water, and with a labor marke 
comparable to that now available. 

3. To preserve the status quo of the magazine is to retreat from thé 
problem. The people in the area would continue to be in danger, # 
would those people and industries which almost inevitably woul 
move into the area. 

4. To permit the acquisition of the 531 acres now authorized woul 
prevent occupancy or industrialization of this particular area. 
would not provide any protection to the people living in the remainde 
of the area, and it should be remembered that this acquisition wat 
deemed necessary by the Navy because of the reported plans fo 
industrial development of this 531 acres. It was then an isolated 
acquisition, designed to prevent a particular intrusion. 

5. The granting of permission to acquire all lands requested in thy 
1956 program, but not the towns within the area would, first, prov!“ 
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yo protection to the people in these towns, and would depreciate the 
value of the property in the towns. The only problem which this 
ternative would solve is the further occupancy and improvement or 
ndustrialization of the lands not now occupied by the towns. 

§. The following reasons set forth the apparent infeasibility of 
mbining the facilities of the naval magazine, Port Chicago, with 
the proposed Army outloading terminal to be located in the Potrero 
ils area: 

oo Navy has an investment totaling approximately $33 million at 
dhe naval magazine, the major portion of which would be unrecoverable 
{ this facility is to be abandoned. It is also estimated that an 
apenditure of 70 to 100 million dollars will be required to duplicate 
ihe existing facilities elsewhere. 

The Army and the Navy have a combined requirement on M-day 
or 5 outloading piers or wharves with a capacity sufficient to bring 
dongside 10 ships simultaneously. Explosive safety experts do not 
pmit the concentration of more than 3 piers or wharves with a 
pacity not exceeding 6 ships suitably separated. It has been 
tified that a preliminary examination of the Potrero Hills area 
mveals that there is insufficient space available to locate five piers 
and supporting facilities, including storage and production structures, 
ad at the same time comply with safety requirements. 

The naval magazine at Port Chicago 1s required to perform out- 
jading operations during peacetime as well as those required on 
\M-lay as opposed to the requirement of the Army which stipulates 
that the Potrero Hills outloading terminal be in existence after 
mobilization. The integration of the subject facilities in the Potrero 
ills area would result in the concentration of one major Army and 
\avy outloading point and a large Air Force base. Not only is this 
situation strategically undesirable from the standpoint of enemy 
ittack, but also because of the effects of possible explosive accidents 
nthe handling of ammunition. In order to accommodate the number 
und type of ships necessary to meet Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 
Corps outloading requirements at the Potrero Hills site, approximately 
imce the width and a greater depth of the proposed 11-mile dredged 
tannel would be required than that now proposed by the Army. 

us additional dredging would increase the estimated cost by 
proximately $10 million. 

7and 8. The seventh alternative is to acquire all of the lands under 
the Navy’s new plan which would include the 4,520 acres in the 1956 
joposal, plus the towns and parts of towns within the area. The 
eghth alternative would contemplate the acquisition of all of these 
nds excepting, however, the towns of Shore Acres and Clyde. 


ATTITUDE OF NAVY 


Perhaps the two most important allegations which have been made 
gunst the Navy’s position in this matter are that it has been unfeeling 
0 that it has not given proper humane consideration to the effect 
“hich this proposal will have on the local populace; and that it has not 
nade a wholehearted and objective search for another location for the 
ort Chicago magazine. 

0 the members of the subcommittee, it is understandable why the 
el people might feel that the Navy has been unfeeling in its 
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approach. The problem is not one of mere inconvenience but rat; 
one which goes directly to strong local ties and family associations q, 
therefore has a strong emotional content. Such a situation 9 
viously does not provide fertile ground for dispassionate argumen 
but, on the contrary, induces an atmosphere admirably suited 
render one party blind to the validity of the other person’s positiog 
The local people have their homes, family ties, and economic conside 
ations while on the other hand the Navy has its mission in connect; 
with our national defense which to it is paramount. The two vie 
are, unhappily, antipodal. 


OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 


The subcommittee had presented to it during the public heari 
in conversations with local people and through correspondence 
various types subsequent to its return to Washington, many ary 
ments against the continuance of the Port Chicago Magazine in j 
present location. 

Many of the arguments have an apparent validity. However, { 
the whole it would appear that substantially the same argume 
could be made with respect to a very great number of the Natiog 
defense installations. Many a large Air Force base or Army camp 
located close to a population center or industrial complex and theref 
might increase the danger to those population centers from bombir 
almost any port in the world can be blocked by a determined ene 
through the sinking of a ship in the channel, the bombing of a brid 
or through mining; and virtually every military installation runs 
risk of sabotage. 

Recently the argument has been put forward that a reasonable p 
tion of the cost of reconstructing this facility at another location co 
be derived from the sale of the property which it now occupies. 
stated above, it has been estimated that relocating the installatt 
would cost between 70 and 100 million dollars. A recent estimate 
the value of the property owned by the Navy is $5 million. 

Although it is the belief of explosive experts that there would 
little danger of destruction outside of the 2-mile radius (and no los 
life), there has to be a continuing insistence that there is danger 
powerplants, other military installations in the area, oil refiner 
and so forth, if there were an explosion at Port Chicago. The s 
committee has been assured that a 2-mile radius from the point 
explosion is adequate to protect life and property. Any danger 6 
side of this area, the subcommittee is told, would be minimal. 


WEST COAST AMMUNITION TERMINAL 


The proposed location of the Potrero Hills Army Ammuni 
Loading Terminal is on the Montezuma Slough in Solano Cou! 
Calif., approximately 5 miles north of Grizzly Bay, an arm of Sul 
Bay, in the San Francisco Bay system. The site is about 4 
southeast of the city of Fairfield, county seat of Solano County, #! 
miles southwest of Travis Air Force Base. This location is appr 
mately 10 miles, across Suisun Bay, from the Port Chicago \ 
Magazine, and the terminal will, to the maximum practicable ext 
be operated in coordination with that naval facility. 
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This terminal is one of a series of terminals required by the Army 
provide safe facilities for outloading Army and Air Force ammuni- 
necessary to support a mobilization. The present shortage of 
fe terminals is critical to mobilization. It was testified that no safe 
y ammunition loading terminals exist at the present time, al- 
ngh 1 is under construction, and 2 more have been authorized by 
,(ongress and partially funded: the Sunny Point Army Ammuni- 
» Loading Terminal, North Carolina, is under construction with a 
pletion date of October 1955; the King’s Bay Army Ammunition 
ying Terminal, Georgia, was authorized and funded in 1953 for 
jacquisition, dredging, and construction of one wharf. Construc- 
nwas started in May 1955. The Point Aux Pins Army Ammuni- 
» Loading Terminal, Alabama, was authorized and funded in 1954 
nd acquisition and dredging. 
(util safe terminals are provided, the major portion of the total 
joi Army and Air Force ammunition and explosives required dur- 
ihe initial phases of a mobilization will, of necessity, be outloaded 
gh commercial facilities in highly industrialized and densely 
plated areas, at great bodily risks to the civilian population. 
proposed Potrero Hills terminal is the fourth new terminal 
yiested by the Army, and the only terminal presently planned for 
pwest coast. 
wd acquisition and dredging for the proposed Potrero Hills ter- 
nil, at an estimated cost of $12,860,000, was included in the fiscal 
1956 military construction program. Land acquisition only was 
horized by the Congress at an estimated cost of $3,209,000. Action 
mding was deferred by the Congress, pending an onsite study of 
project in conjunction with a similar study of the nearby land 
jusition project, Port Chicago Naval Magazine Depot. 
total of eight west coast sites, including the Potrero Hills site, 
rsurveyed for the possible location of an ammunition outloading 
pal. The Potrero Hills site was a combination of two possible 
Francisco Bay sites. It was selected because of (1) better founda- 
conditions; (2) better rail and highway connections; (3) lower 
lacquisition costs; (4) its favorable location with regard to the 
uipal ammunition storage depots and manufacturing plants in 
terior of the United States; and (5) it would least affect the 
st economy of the site compared to other sites. The Potrero 
Bsite is the least developed and populated of any of the eight west 
i sites considered for a terminal. It presently consists of 80 
tut pasture, 18 percent marsh, and 2 percent cultivated land, 
hoaly 26 families residing in the area. The most feasible, and 
bly the only alternate west coast site, has over 300 families 
lng within the area required for a terminal. 
ie acquisition, in fee, of the land required for operation of the 
wed Potrero Hills terminal, including railroad right-of-way, 
wels, administration area, and clearing for the barricaded area 
only 11,015 acres. This portion would be removed from the 
‘tax rolls. The remaining 11,345 acres, lying outside the area 
red in fee, would be acquired by restrictive easement and would 
ti on the tax rolls of Solano County. All of the above acreage 
continue in full use as crop and pasture land, and hunting and 


tz could be continued until actual construction starts subsequent 
wbilization. 
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TRAVIS AIR FORCE BASE 


The possibility of plane crashes resulting from the proximity of ¢) 
Travis Air Force Base to the proposed Potrero Hills terminal site y; 
fully considered when the site was selected. Department of Defey 
Directive No. 4145.1, July 23, 1952, prescribes the minimum safe, 
distances between airport runways and taxiways and ammuniti 
storage and handling operations. The distances from the end of t 
nearest runway of the Travis Air Force Base to the proposed Potr: 
Hills terminal operational areas far exceed those required under ¢} 
above directive. The distances from the end of the nearest runway 
of the base is 14,500 feet to the classification yard of the termin 
and 23,000 feet to the nearest wharf. 


COMMITTEE POSITION 


Above has been set out the legislative background of the propos 
acquisition of Port Chicago, a description of the onsite inspection ay 
the public hearings, the function of the naval magazine in the pa 
and today, the population growth in the area, and reference to persog 
who would be affected by the acquisition. Also, there have beens 
out what appears to the committee to be all of the possible alternatiy 
actions which could be taken with respect to this installation. 

All of the issues, in the subcommittee’s opinion, are now clearly 
matter of record and these will form the basis for the ultimate acti 
which the Department of the Navy will take. Realizing the difficul 
of the problems involved, it is the subcommittee’s view that the whe 
matter has now been brought to a point which will support the recon 
mendation set out below. The subcommittee believes that the 
sponse to this recommendation will remove the last area which admi 
of any reasonable doubt. 


SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. The subcommittee recommends to the full committee that | 
Secretary of the Navy be requested to initiate an objective study 
determine whether the activities now carried on at the Port Chica 
Magazine can feasibly be carried on at some other area or are 
This study should give appropriate weight to national defense, safe 
inconvenience to local people, and costs. It is further recomment 
that the Secretary of the Navy be requested to report to the Arm 
Services Committee with respect to his findings not later than 
month prior to the submission to the Congress of the military pub 
works bill for fiscal year 1958. 

2. The subcommittee recommends that funds be made available 
the Department of the Army for the acquisition of the land neces 
for the West Coast Ammunition Terminal and recommends furtli 
that the acquisition of the land and the general plan for the ultim 
project be carefully coordinated with the Department of the Inten 
in order to eliminate unnecessary interference with those matt 
which fall within the responsibility of the Fish and Wildlife Se 
of that Department. 
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